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according to Research Paradigm
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to investigate the characteristics of the research paradigm and to explore
the characteristics and limitations of the representative evaluation models belonging to each paradigm. The
research paradigm is Positivism, Interpretivism, Critical Theory, and Postmodernism. The evaluation models
that represent each paradigm include Objective-oriented evaluation model, Forth generation evaluation
model, Empowerment evaluation model, Connoisseurship & Criticism model. The characteristics of each
evaluation model reflects the characteristics of their own research paradigm.
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<Table 2> Lather’s paradigm chart
Positivism Interpretivism Critical Theory Postmodernism

simple realism: Reality
exists independently and

relativism: There are

Historical realism: It is a
virtual entity formed by the

Denying objective reality
and universality while

ontology objectively apart from essentially inherent and | values of society, politics, emphasizing diversity,
h Vision diverse realities. culture, economy, nation, difference. and otherness
Hman ’ race. ’ ’
Indeed, the world is in | Knowledge as a human | Subjective and political Rejection of known
epistemolo order, distinguishing the | constitution: Researchers knowledge: explored within| 'Truth’: The researcher
P gy subject of knowing from|and participants mutually| the researcher's value |considers the world as it
the subject of knowing | construct understanding system is
Exngg;?rtﬁeiltnnlar Naturalistic qualitative Transformational inquiry Dismantling, archeology,
methodology, Hypothesis Verification methods (analytical / (interactive / dialectical) Genealogy, data-based,
and Reaction dialectical) multi-level research
Purpose of . - . . . .
Research prediction prediction liberation dismantling

Final output

Fact, Theory, Law,
Prediction

Case study, narrative,
interpretation,
reconstruction

Interventional criticism to

challenge existing power

structures and to promote
resistance

Dismantling, genealogy,
reflexive, multi-layered
text

Source: Kim & Joo(2011: 70).
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<Table 3> Characteristics of the Positivism

paradigm

Positivism

the essence of
reality

purpose of the
research

o QOutside of the human mind

o Finding universal laws

o Scientific method

e Objective data

® The mirror of reality

e Use as an advanced theory

accepted methods
and materials

meaning of data

relationship
between research
and practice

Source: Willis & Jost & Nilakanta(2007:72)
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® Research as a guide to practice
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<Table 4> Tyler’'s assessment procedure

activity
Set broad educational goals.
Classify the set educational goals.

Define and define classified
objectives in behavioral terms.

Set up evaluation scenes where the
achievement of the educational goals can be
measured.

New methods of measurement and tools are
developed or selected.

step
Step 1
Step 2

Step 3 educational

Step 4

Step 5

Measuring methods and tools are improved
based on the results of pre-exploratory tests.
Conducting measurements, collecting and
processing data, and interpreting results:
Focus on comparing nuclear target and
student achievement data.

Source: Tyler(1942)

Step 6

Step 7
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<Table 5> Characteristics of the Interpretivism
paradigm

Interpretivism

the essence of e What is socially constructed

reality
pur};g::ar(gl the |, To project your understanding
poscepted | |eAllows  both objective and
materials subjective research methods

e | understand that understanding is
mutually contextual.

eDo not assume that data is
universal and absolute

meaning of data

relationship
between research | e Integrated activities
and practice

Source: Willis & Jost & Nilakanta(2007: 95)
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<Table 6> The fourth generation
procedure

evaluation

step activity

Signed evaluation contract with evaluation

Step 1 client or sponsor

Step 2 | Organization of evaluation activities

Identify key stakeholders: Identify
concerns, issues(CCI)

Step 3 claims,

Organization within  the

relevant group

Step 4 of partnerships

Introduce new materials and additional
materials to verify the interpretation of the
partnership and expand the partnership to
refine the level

Step 5

Screening of Resolved CCI and Unresolved
CCI

Prioritize unresolved CCI

Step 6

Step 7

Step 8 | Gather information to resolve unresolved CC

Step 9
Step 10

Preparing Negotiation Plan

Conduct negotiations

Step 11 | Reporting results through case studies
Step 12 | Recirculation

Source: Guba & Lincoln(1989: 184-227)
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<Table 7> Characteristics of the Critical Theory
paradigm

Critical Theory

the essence of

. o Outside of matter and human mind
reality

o Identifying the relationship of power

purpose of the | ;g0 place of universality and

research o )
giving autonomy to oppression
accepted e Subjective  inquiry  based  on
methods and | ideology and value
materials

e Quantitative and qualitative data

o Interpretation through ideology: used

meaning of data .
e to understand and liberate

relationship | ® Integrated activities
between research| ® Research as a
and practice implementation

guide to

Source: Willis & Jost & Nilakanta(2007: 79)
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<Table 8> Empowerment evaluation procedure

step activity
Training staff and participants to internalize
Step 1 |the principles and practices of evaluation in
the organization
S Facilitation to help participants perform
tep 2 .
self-assessment on their own
Self-advocacy that legitimately supports the
program based on experience and substantive
Step 3 : . . -
evidence, and provides information for correct
policy decisions
Step 4 | Lighting to gain new perspective
Program staff and participants are responsible
Step 5 | for their own lives and are looking for new
opportunities (liberalization)

Source: Fetterman(1996: 9-18; 2005: 34-41)
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<Table 9> Characteristics of the Postmodernism
paradigm

Postmodernism
constructed

e Socially and

defined

the essence of
reality

purpose of the

e Disassembly and reconstruction
research

o Interpretation and self reflection
Subjective data

accepted methods
and materials

o Intertextuality: Used to
. emphasize  interest in the
meaning of data . . -
dissolution of existing
ideologies and otherness
relationship between | ® Dependent and integrated
research and practice| activities

Source: Willis & Jost & Nilakanta(2007: 83)
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<Table 10> Four dimensions of criticism

dimension activity
Describe the fact that the evaluator is
description| able to "see" the facts that occur in the

program

Draw meaning from the described
translate :
phenomenon or experience
evaluation Identify the educational importance of
describing and interpreting
subject Derive main ideas or conclusions from

the evaluation subjects
Source: Park(2013: 83-94)
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